In addition to industry voices such as Gert Jan Kramer and Martin Haigh (Nature 462, 568-569; 2009), many academic experts are promoting CO 2 capture and storage (CCS). But advocacy by academics could be ill-advised.
The technology has significant shortcomings that must be recognized in order to sustain progress. Academics' valuable time would be better spent on research into these limitations, rather than on advocacy. CCS has plenty of powerful supporters in politics and in industry.
A critical expert community must be monitor the development of CCS, to avoid fuelling the kind of controversy that happened over nuclear energy. The lay public needs reliable information on risks and benefits.
Social science indicates that people are more likely to trust independent experts than private-sector or government representatives. But the public will not trust advice from supposedly 'independent' CCS experts who are biased in favour of the technology. This has become obvious through recently stalled CCS projects in the United States, Germany and the Netherlands. 
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Conservation work is incomplete without cryptic biodiversity
You focus attention on biological diversity, nature conservation and the effects of climate warming in your special issue on biodiversity (19 November 2009). 'Cryptic' biodiversity is also crucial, because it helps natural ecosystems to continue functioning and habitats to bounce back in response to environmental change.
Cryptic biodiversity includes aquatic organisms invisible to the naked eye, dormant species, and other species present in such low numbers that they go undetected. These are not included in conservation surveys.
Work on cryptic biodiversity has started in the United Kingdom with financial support from the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation. The project is a partnership among academics and local and national conservation organizations (Dorset Wildlife Trust and Pond Conservation) to link research with conservation. Our aim is to incorporate small aquatic organisms into biodiversity surveys and develop guidelines for the management of cryptic diversity.
Local biodiversity conservation will eventually cover the full range of aquatic organisms -not just the more obviously appealing ones -that contribute to the functioning of a healthy ecosystem and to water quality. Although such consultations would not necessarily lead to consensus, they could result in learning and transformation on both sides. It is unlikely that animal-rights activists believe that no research on any organism is ever justified. We should therefore try to understand what motivates their deepest concerns -possible examples being the use of primates in testing, the treatment of test animals, the killing of animal subjects or the questionable value of testing.
Attacks are activists' way of forcing themselves into the conversation. Mutual deliberation over possible ways forward could enable universities to make the informed, rather than arbitrary, animal-research decisions that the Editorial is asking for.
